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August24,2003 

fhe Secretary 
kcdcral Communications Commission 
Office of thc Sccrctary 
c/o Vistronix l i i c  
Suite I I O  
236 Massxhusctts Avenue. N I-. 
Washington 1) C 200002 

Dear ('ha1 rman. 

Re Petition for Waivcr of the Benchmark Settlement Rate for Guyana 
1R Docket 96-261 

1 mish to refer to my lcttcr dated February 19. 2002, with respect to the above-captioned 
suhlect. drdwing the Commission's attention to the excessively high charges that IJS. 
cilrricrs continue to impose on U.S. consumers for calls to Guyana, even though the 
Commission issued an order denying ATN's petition in order to enforce a reduction in 
these charges. (Order dated November 16, 2001. IS Docket No. 96-261) A copy of my 
leller i b  enclosed for your convenience. 1 regret to say that, after 
seventeen months. I am still awaiting some form of action or response from the 
Commission 

Ihc apparent insensitivity of the Commission to the interests ofconsumers, as manifested 
in  its blind-eye policy towards the exorbitant charges imposed by U.S. carriers for 
tclcphone calls to Guyana, is a matter of  great concern. It is not merely a matter of 
pcrsonal concern to me as an affected consumer, but also to enumerable persons, all over 
th? 1J.S A. .  espccially from thc Nen Jersey/ New York area, who have been pressuring 
mc to Tollow u p  on my Fehruary 2002 letter to the Commission. 'There are tens of 
thousands of aggrieved persons of Guyanese origin living in the New York area alone. 

with Guyana 

M'liat mak'cs the Commission's inaction particularly disturbing is the fact that the 
('ommission had come to the unequivocal conclusion that the charges which I1.S. 
consumers w r c  requircd to pay liir telephone calls to Guyana were totally unjustified in 

(Attachment I ) .  

.The problem also affects businesses and other individuals who regularly communicate 

. I .  
j ,  

8- l  
.. I 

http://jbtyndallio)attglobaI.net


terms ol'the real costs involved. The major element of cost was the settlement rate - the 
ratc which a sending telephone company pays to a foreign receiving telephone company 
for  the ierminalion of international calls. All the major U.S. international carriers, 
including .Ar&I, the then WorldConi Inc. and Sprint, agreed with this finding and 
supported the ('ommission's decision to reduce the settlement rate for the lJ.S./Guyana 
tcleptione l ra l t i c  

In kcping with ihe Commission's Benchmark Scttlement Ratc Order the scttlement ratc 
for I! S /Guyana traftic was reduced from 85 cents per minute to 23 cents per minute, 
\kith effect from Ianuarj I ,  2002, so as to ensure a fair deal for U S .  consumers. Yet, 
quite astonishingly. the exorhiiani charges imposed by the carriers for calls to Guyana, 
based on the 85 cents pcr minute scttlement rate, were allowed to be maintained even 
though thc carriers' per-minute cost was rcduced by 62 cents. The Commission simply 
ignored m! February 2002 letter drawing attention to this egregious exploitation of U.S. 
consumers 1 am attaching a page from my AT&T billing statemcnt for 
No\ember/Deccmber 2000 (Attachment 2), twelve months before the settlement cost was 
reduced and one from the statement for JundJuly 2003 (Attachment 3), eighteen months 
laler, ab evidence of this travesty of regulatory ,justice for consumers. As you will note, 
A I & T s  profit margin (the difference between the settlement rate and the charge imposed 
o n  consumers) has increased from 3 cents per minute to 65 cents per minute or by two 
thousand (2,000) percent. Should one assume that the ulterior motive of the Cornmission 
was to ensure increased surplues I'or the carriers at the expense of a particular class of 
consumers" The Commission is establishing a bad prccedent for itself, in that other 
hrcign telephone companies would be morally justified in resisting pressures fiom the 
Commission to reduce scttlcment rates in the futurc. on the ground that the Commission's 
real concern seems to go n o  further ihan the creation of opportunities for U.S. carriers to 
gouge persws making calls to thcir rcspective countries. 

Where is the FCC, the people's watchdog'? Or. has the FCC transformed its mission to 
that o l  protector of teleplionc companies which exploit their subscribers? 

I hupe thal the FCC will wake u p  ti) its statutory responsibility to consumers and take 
immediate action to bring an end to this unconscionable exploitation. Justice demands 
lhai the Commission should make every effort to ensure that the carriers rel'und 
consumers for the excessive charges that thcy have continued to impose, contrary to their 
acceptance of thc fact. in representations to the Commission, that the prc-benchmark 
charges for calls to Guyana mere excessive The open defiance of the carriers in 
maintaining these exorbiiant rates, against the spirit and intenl of the FCC's Benchmarks 
Order which thcy all supported. rctlecls very poorly on the authority of the FCC as the 
matchdog ofthe public interesi. 

Yours ~ r u l y ,  , /, / I 

.lo;&h .A l:)/ndalI 
Consultant. Public lllilitics Regulation 
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3715 Green Ash Court, Beltsville, Maryland 20705 
Telephone: 301 595 1943 Fax: 301 595 1943 

E-mail: jbtyodal@attglobaloet 

January 19.2002 

Federal Commurucatlons Commisslon -mWEITlDlp- 

44512thStrac .SW .. , = = L T M m  

WashinGon, D C. 20554 

Re~Peirriunfor Waiver ofihe Benchmark Settlement Rate for Guyana 
IB Docker 9&26/ 

I wish to draw the Commission’s artention to the fact that while the settlement rate for 
Guyana has been reduced with effect &om January 1,2002, folbwing the Commission’s 
orda issued November 16, 2001, denying ATN ‘s petition for waiver ofthe bemhmark 
settlement d e  for the U.S./Guyana route, U.S. telepbone subscribers continue to be 
billed at pre-2002 rates for calls to Guyana This is inconsixtent with the Commission’s 
statement that “it had adopted the Benchmark Order to ensure that U.S. customers pay 
reasonable rates for internalionnl telephone service and lo reduce the distortions thar m y  
result kom above-cost accountinp“ (Public Notice Dated July 17. 2001, re Pennonfor 
Waiver ufrhe Benchmark Senlemenl Rare far Guyana, CC Docket No. 96-261). Earlier, 
m the Fourth Report and Order dated December 3, 1996 (CC do Docket No. 90-337) the 
Comrmssion had stated thd “our hope is thar the steps we take in this Order and Repon 
will help to ensure that d e m e n t  rate reform results in lower prices for U.S. co~~sume~s.” 

On January 7, 2002, fobwing !he Order denying AT”s application, Concert Global 
Network S e m c s  Limited fded an accounting rafe agreemmt, implementing the 
benchmark settlement rate fix Guyana of US$0.23 per minute, with effect from J m W  
I ,  2002 The new rate represents ~1 reduction of USS0.63 per minute m the PfciXiSting 
rate of U SSO 85 per m u t e .  Despite this steep reducrion, AT&T continues to bill its 
c u s t o m  at the pre-2002 rate of USSO 88 and above per minute for service to Guyana 
Relative to the new setdement rate of 23 cents per minute, AT&T’s rate is umcasonable 
and UJUSI This excessive charge completely defeats the objmtive of the FCC 
Benchmarks Order wd throws cost-ked pricing out of& window. 

Mot to be ignored are the implications of AT&T’s inaction for telecommunications 
sewice m Guyana One of the FCC‘s justifications for propeUing poor developing 
countries to cos!-based pricmg is that the reduced settlement rates and SCMW costs  will 
result IO an increased volume of calls boom the U.S .4  thereby offsetting a high 
proportion of the revenue thsr would otherwise be lost by the foreign [elqhw m v y ,  
Fol lomg the denial of AT”s petition. GT&T applied to tk public utilities 
Commission for i ts  d e s  w be djusted in response to the reduced sealernot m, ne 
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cxpectarion was thar the rilles for calls to the U S.A would be lowered and the rates for 
domesic service mcreased I f  the U S camers rchse 10 reduce theu rates for tekphow 
service lo Guyana. GT&T's rates would have to be increased to levels ihar  would bring 
wwrr  h d u h i p  to its cusforners and even threaten the viability ofthe utilny 

( 8  I & I had exprcssed some fear to the Guymese public that the US. camers may lakc 
advanwe of the reduced settlement rate to increase thea earnings. instead of passing on 
thc benefit ofthe rcduction to LJ S c o n s m r s  It would be most unfortunate if t t u s  rurncd 
out IU k true AT&T's failurc 10 reduce the rates for calls to Guyana rcpudmea the kcy 
a s u m p t l o n s  that Informed thc Benchmu& Order and the oppositions. 10 AT"s  pctition 
Thib situarion must b. viewed wrth a great deal ofconcern 

I am sure that I am giving expression to h interest of  all II S .  consumers who d c  
cal ls to ( h y a n a ,  n o t  IO mnr ion  the concern of the Guyana Consumers Association and 
the Guyana Consumers Advlsory Burraq on whose behalf1 d e  preseruarions opposlng 
A'I N's perition, in requesting h c  Commission to take such steps BS are o e ~ e s ~ a r y  and 
possible u, ensure that the benefits of the reduced settlement rales are passed on to 
consumers through reduced rates U S  consumers deserve a fair deal h m  theu 
iniemational carrms 11 is my fervent hope t h a ~  AT&T and other Carriers could k 
persuaded IO effect the reducnons retroactively to January I ,  2002 

Yours truly, 
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